This article presents a critique of claims that aid undermines the sovereignty of African states. It argues that we need to start with a conceptual and analytical distinction between sovereignty seen as a right to rule on the one hand and other political issues to do with the national control over policy and outcomes on the other. This distinction is vital if we are to see more clearly the areas in which aid, as a particular form of external influence, does and does not have an impact on recipients. The article argues that sovereignty as a right to rule constitutes the very basis of the aid relationship but also endows African states with the agency with which to contest the terms of aid deals. The article provides a new reading of the politics of aid and, by reasserting the centrality of sovereignty as a central organising institution in contemporary aid relations, supports rather than questions the relevance of the discipline of IR to African studies.
between African states and western donor states operate. After reviewing the main claims of the aid and sovereignty literature, the article argues that we need a conceptual and analytical distinction between sovereignty seen as 'right' and 'authority' on the one hand, and political issues to do with the control over policy and outcomes on the other. Secondly the article shows that although this distinction may be somewhat overdrawn, it is vital if we are to see more clearly the areas in which aid, as a particular form of external influence, does and does not have an impact on recipients, affecting policy autonomy but not the state's right to rule.
Rather, thirdly, the article argues that sovereign rights are the very basis upon which aid relations are conducted and, furthermore, the base from which recipients are able to contest the terms of aid relationships. Finally, it shows that these contests are more about policy autonomy and the forms of internal rule, not about the sovereignty -the right to rule -of the state itself. This new reading of the relationship between aid and sovereignty has important implications for our analysis of the practical politics of aid relationships, for our * The author is XXXXXXXX understanding of sovereignty as a central institution in international relations, and for our assessment of the relationship between Africa and the discipline of IR.
Sovereignty in question?
It has become something of a default position in much recent literature on official aid to Africa that aid policies -at least since the inception of structural adjustment conditionality in the late 1970s -involve a denial of, or challenge to, African sovereignty. Over the past three decades, aid policies towards Africa have been dominated by, in roughly chronological and cumulative sequence, economic conditionalities around structural adjustment programmes; political conditionalities around respect for human rights and governance and 'partnership' policies involving intensive and extensive redesigning of policy formation and budgetary processes in recipient countries. This liberal programme of change, which has unfolded over the past three decades, has provoked a long-standing claim that such practices entail a loss of, or challenge to, sovereignty in Africa. In an early example, Plank argued that, '…increasingly At a higher level of generality still, a third set of sovereignty critics come as part of a wider broadside aimed at International Relations as a discipline. For writers of a post-colonialist standpoint, the arguments about aid and sovereignty and historical continuity both add weight to a view that emphasizes the lasting legacies of colonialism in international relations. The over-emphasis within IR, as they see it, on sovereign independence, is merely a means to obscure the continuities that exist between colonial and post-colonial eras, hiding them behind the 'fiction' of formal sovereign equality.
In one example, Julian Saurin suggests that as a discipline, IR privileges a view of colonialism being 'ejected and substituted by novel and distinctive forms of rule' at the expense of the view that 'colonialism, being just one form of imperialism, metamorphosed in 10 . April Biccum suggests that while the discipline of IR is not 'wholly wrong' yet still it 'mythologises' the idea of a complete break in history marked by decolonization 11 . And the basic argument is repeated by Anghie when he writes that despite 'radical changes in jurisprudence…which in conventional histories of international law mark important disruptions in the discipline, the basic structure of the civilizing mission is reproduced' 12 .
For some authors the stakes are even higher, Waever and Tickner arguing that such mythologizing narratives themselves have force in the world 13 . 'Dominant knowledge of the world' Tickner wrote, 'reinforces power in international practice itself' 14 . 'Mainstream IR becomes both a theory for understanding its environment' for Biccum, 'and an epistemology and set of practices for legitimating a particular set of relations' 15 . In getting the historical narrative wrong, for Gruffyd Jones, IR becomes a 'form of modern imperial ideology' 16 .
These three overlapping critiques of sovereignty do have some intuitive appeal -they accord with much political discourse and appear to connect with everyday notions of sovereignty as something that is being 'lost' not just in the aid-dependent states but also in states affected by globalization, EU integration or liberalization. Indeed, Harrison at one point uses the phrase 'sovereignty as commonly understood' in the prelude to his discussion and in some of the aid literature explicit attempts to define sovereignty are rare. My purpose here is not to deny this discourse, it clearly expresses something of social and political reality.
However, to assess the impact of aid on African sovereignty, and therefore also to judge these related broader claims, we need greater analytical clarity over this question. In the next section I argue that we can begin to achieve this by establishing an analytical distinction between questions of sovereign right and authority from questions of national political control. Although something of a simplification -all analytical distinctions are -it is a necessary starting point in order to disentangle what is and is not at stake in the aid relationship. In subsequent sections I go on to explore the role that sovereignty plays in the aid relationship and some of the related complications that also arise.
Sovereignty, authority and control
A key problem with all three sovereignty arguments surveyed above is that they run In assessing the aid relationship we are better placed to begin with a clearer analytical distinction. On the one hand we have those sovereignty claims that relate to a state's right to rule. On the other hand we have an assortment of political claims, often couched in the language of sovereignty, but which relate more to issues of an ability on the part of states or governments, to act and to control particular outcomes and enjoy constraint-free policy
choices. An undifferentiated claim that sovereignty is being eroded by aid policy implies both that recipient state policy autonomy is being curtailed as well as the far more fundamental claim that the politico-legal independence of the state itself is being challenged. In aid relations, the former has been undoubtedly the case (although even here, caution is needed) while the latter is not. As we will see, there is more connection between these two than I am 17 G. There has always been a wide variation in the capability and capacity of sovereign states. Important domestic and international consequences often stem from whether a state is strong or weak, a great power or a minor power, has a capable government or an ineffective government, and so on. Yet all such relative and variable facts of power have no conceptual bearing on state sovereignty, which is a question not of power but of freedom from legal subordination to any other authority. The next two sections explore where this takes our understanding of aid. First, we see that the distinction between authority and control enables us to highlight the different areas where external influences, including aid, may be felt in a given state. In the subsequent section we see that not only is sovereignty as a right to rule not undermined by aid policies, it constitutes the basis upon which such relations are conducted.
S. Krasner Sovereignty Aid and external influence
Using the term sovereignty, 'as commonly understood', as a catch-all for an inviolate national area under threat from all manner of external influences on a society obscures rather than reveals the areas in which aid might or might not impact on recipients. One way to approach the issue is to consider, as a general issue, the range of 'foreign influences' that may occur in any given society. These can be placed on a 'broken continuum' with more general and diffuse societal influences at one end, and more politically direct and explicit influence at the other (see Table 1 ). A more politically direct form of external influence is suggested in the second column, around external influence that impacts specifically on the policy choices of a government.
This is most obvious in the area of macroeconomic policy and becomes particularly acute in times of economic stress when 'external' forces, whether they be international markets or aid donors, restrict the range of options open to a government. Such restrictions on policy autonomy are not unique to aid relationships, indeed all policy is formulated under conditions of often highly restricted choice and many of these restrictions intrude from outside of a given society 26 .
In the third column we have those external influences that impact on the domestic constitutional make up of a state, in particular the constitutive rules and practices around which political authority is established as well as some of the regulative rules and practices through which that authority is exercised 27 . A clear example of such influence here is political conditionality which seeks to alter the rules by which governments are chosen or 24 As Rosenberg has noted, '…the conditions of reproduction which define the concrete existence of any given Finally, set somewhat apart from these forms of external influence, there is the abrogation of sovereignty itself -the denial in one way or another of the politico-legal independence of the state. Where the first three columns are mainly about issues of control, how far a legally independent state is able to exercise control over outcomes and enjoy freedom from external influence over policy choice, the last column is about the existence or otherwise of such an independent entity.
As with any categorisation of this sort, reality is more complex. There is in particular movement between the last two columns. Sovereignty for any state is something that is established and upheld by the practices and norms of the international system as well through the actions of states and the relations between rulers and ruled domestically 28 . In both its external and internal aspects, sovereignty requires recognition and such recognition often External influence of any kind is potentially controversial and we will return to controversies over aid below. However, we should note here that viewed within this broader framework, aid is a particular form of external influence. It is a particular kind because (at least in the form of ODA) it is overtly public, undertaken by states and by agencies authorised by states.
To the extent that influence is successfully exerted it is therefore more deliberate and hence more directly political than that of say, the cumulative influences of a series of private commercial actions. The influence of aid is mainly located in relation to the middle two columns of the table, influencing policy choice and constitutional make up. The latter is much less well established in terms of the extent to which donors consistently seek to apply such influence and the extent to which they do so effectively. The attempt to influence policy choices is the mainstay of debates around conditionality, post-conditionality and ownership.
Of course aid also impacts on the first column, indeed it is ostensibly the purpose of ODA -'administered with the promotion of the economic development and welfare of developing countries as the main objective' -to influence broad social and economic change in recipient countries. None of these different areas or forms of influence can be identified for the purposes of analysing the effects of aid if the entirety of 'foreign influence' is thrown under a single catch-all notion of sovereignty. Rendering oneself unable to make distinctions between issues of sovereignty and the different issues of control actually obscures what we are trying to see when analysing aid relationships.
The political and legal basis of the aid relationship
The foregoing analysis suggests that the focus of our assessment of aid should be on areas of national control, not sovereignty as a right to rule. This claim is further strengthened if we consider the role that sovereignty as a right to rule plays in actually constituting the aid relationship and in the material effects this has on the parties' ability to engage in negotiations over the terms of aid.
In terms of the day to day practices of aid, sovereign authority is in fact the basis of both the Indeed, negotiation by NGOs with host governments, of rights of access, presence and operational conditions, are all important dimensions of the practicalities of aid and they are necessary because such action takes place on territory governed by a sovereign state.
These examples all illustrate ways in which recognition of sovereign rights of recipient states creates the basis through which the aid relationship is conducted -it defines who the actors are and important aspects of their respective roles. However, by doing this, sovereignty also shapes the way in which aid relationships are conducted. Although 'choice' may be a rather simplistic way to characterise the complex political processes that go into the decision of a state or government to agree or not agree to an aid deal, nevertheless it is the right to say 'yes' or 'no' that underlies much else that happens. sovereign independence and with it the right to agree to or refuse aid programmes.
Conditionality, after all, is a means of offering incentives and threats to an independent party to persuade them to act in a certain way because donors cannot instruct them directly. From this perspective, the point is perhaps not so much that the 'tricky terrain of effecting social transformation 'at a distance' without direct local control' denudes sovereignty 42 . Rather it is tricky precisely because the 'distance' involved is not simply one of geography but also politics -a 'distance' created by political separation, by sovereignty. Imperial fiat will not work in this circumstance.
Sovereignty as a right to rule is therefore critical to the ability of recipient states to exercise agency within the inequalities of the aid relationship. Although some of the 'aid versus sovereignty' literature presents a rather uniform (and therefore inaccurate) picture of a oneway exercise of power over politically inert recipients, increasingly studies have recognised the limits on, and the variability in, donor influence and different degrees of recipient ownership of aid policies 43 . Even while arguing that sovereignty has been 'lost' Whitfield and Fraser claim 'African governments almost always have a degree of choice over whether or not to accept aid from a particular source at a particular time' 44 . And as donors have discovered, the positive and negative incentives they can use to influence independent actors are at best limited tools. It was recognition of these limits that in part lay behind the moves from hard-line conditionality of the 1980s and early 1990s to 'post-conditionality' techniques of influence since then 45 , the UK going as far as to state that '…conditionality which attempts to 'buy' reform from an unwilling partner has rarely worked' 46 .
Tanzania and Rwanda are sometimes presented as exemplars of contrasting relations with donors: Tanzania as a state subsumed beneath donor influence, Rwanda as an example of a state able to retain some control over aid relations. In neither case however, do we see a loss of sovereignty understood as a right to rule. In fact it is the changing use that is made of this right, under changing conditions, that lies behind their fluctuating relations with donors.
Tanzania has been termed a 'governance state', a state whose very mode of functioning has been shaped by donor aid agencies, the IMF and World Bank foremost among them 47 . As has been documented, Tanzania's relations with donors have fluctuated dramatically 48 . Following On some accounts, the length of time over which Tanzania has been engaged in implementing economic and governance reforms in return for aid amounts to a loss of sovereignty by Tanzania 52 . However, as argued above, such a portrayal obscures the politics of this relationship. First, at no point is there any evidence that donors questioned the independence of Tanzania as a sovereign state, as noted, donors require sovereign states with which to do business. As Wangwe put it, 'While the sovereignty of the state was not questioned…the state's autonomy in making policy choice was tightly constrained' 53 .
Second, the sources of constraint on Tanzania's policy options were only ever partly down to aid policies: wider structural limits on economic development, the impact of oil price rises and recession, internal corruption and past policy choices all undermined the attempt by Tanzania to resist the IMF's demands in the early 1980s 54 . Third, even the decision to accept IMF conditions in 1985 was a choice -other options were debated extensively by different factions within the governing party and other policy circles 55 . Fourth, the initiation of the 'partnership' era from 1995, and the Helleiner Report which did so much to shift donor policies more widely, represented a change in relations in which the Tanzanian state and government was a key actor, not simply recipient of external demands. It was its initiative with the Danish government that laid the ground for a different kind of relationship with donors. Indeed, the dissatisfaction that donors had with Tanzania up until this point was in part a reflection of the frustration they had at not being able to achieve the extent of reforms inside the country that they sought. need to learn to 'say no' to donors whenever their priorities do not align with domestic objectives and agenda' 65 .
In fact in neither Rwanda nor Tanzania do we see a process of change driven by the denial of sovereignty, nor is the end product of these interactions a non-sovereign political entity.
in Tanzania, where donor influence has penetrated relatively deeply, or in Rwanda where this is less the case, both remain sovereign states with the right to say no to external actors.
Authority, control and liberal aid
As signalled earlier, the foregoing analysis relies on a conceptual simplification separating out issues of sovereign rights from issues of national political control. In actual political discourse, things are not quite so cut and dried. Indeed, the language of sovereignty is often deployed in contests over national political control, including contests with donors. The argument presented here suggests that we should not take such discourse at face value.
Nevertheless, we do need to give some account as to why such contests arise, why the language of sovereignty is used and how this relates to sovereignty in the more restrictive sense that I have used here. There are two relevant points that I will (for reasons of space, briefly) outline here relating to the threat that aid policies pose to recipient regimes and the connections between sovereignty and the perceived loss of national control. Table 1 (constitutional make-up, macroeconomic policy and wider social and economic development). In such circumstances the language of sovereignty provides a powerful discursive resource for such regimes.
However, such an instrumental account also requires a second element, an explanation as to why the language of sovereignty can have purchase in these circumstances. Even if struggles over national control don't challenge the principle of a sovereign right to rule, they do relate closely to questions of sovereignty. This is partly to do with the challenge they present to the form of internal sovereignty -the principles and practices that establish and condition internal recognition of a state's right to rule -as noted above. However, they also relate to the purposes of sovereignty. A right to rule is desired and defended in part because it promises a degree of national control and resonates deeply within all political discourse but perhaps Such considerations certainly complicate the analytical distinction with which we began.
However, they don't undermine it entirely. First we should recall that while sovereignty as a right to rule may be a necessary condition for exercising control, it is rarely if ever sufficient 75 . This is particularly so in a world where liberal norms and a capitalist world economy restrict state action. Second, the accounts that emphasise a loss of control due to aid poliies often overstate the extent to which donors have been able to dominate African internal affairs. Relations with donors are highly variable and aid has time and again proven to be a limited tool with which to influence internal change in Africa. Finally, sovereignty remains a necessary component of such national aims and still endows enormous and unique power to those who carry such authority. It is therefore never just a formal legal matter: recognition of sovereignty changes the nature of the interaction between African states and external actors and has material effects on the outcome of contests over issue of control. As Jackson summarises, ' The classical view of sovereignty as political independence is sometimes dismissed as mere legality.
Of course it is legality. But legality, i.e., legal authority and right, is not something that is trivial or of little interest or concern to practical politicians. On the contrary, in the case of sovereignty it is of profound interest and concern.' 
Conclusion
Far from being a myth, sovereignty plays a central role in constituting the aid relationship and has significant political impact on the conduct of that relationship. As we have seen, it provides the basis from which recipients can negotiate and bargain, whether the political strategy taken is one of accommodation and collaboration with donors, as at times in Tanzania, or one of more forceful rejection of donor conditions, as at times in Rwanda. It is sovereign states that are the focus of such strategic decision making and political
contestation. An analytical emphasis that we find in the aid literature, on a denial of sovereignty, tends to obscure these points. It is not the removal of authority from recipient states but the attempt to influence change in an independent polity that is at the heart of the aid relationship.
The reading of sovereignty set out in this article has important, wider consequences. First, it changes our understanding of the politics of aid relations. The analytical distinction between issues of sovereign authority and issues of control helps to identify more precisely than hitherto the areas of national politics that aid impacts upon in African states. A focus on the specific issue of the recognition of a right to rule also allows us to see how sovereignty provides the constitutive basis for aid relations as well as the material affects this has on the struggles for control over other areas of national policy and politics. Secondly, this re-reading of the place of sovereignty within aid relations reinforces the centrality of sovereignty as a key institution organising Africa's international relations more generally. Far from sovereignty being a myth in Africa's contemporary international relations it is the nationalist assumption of freedom from external control that needs to be critiqued. This analysis
